Nameth complained that Jones and Timko would often remain from 30
to 35 minutes after the start of the shift (TII-T. 70).  Both of
these complaints involved the wasting of company assets (either
money or time)-  It must be remembered that Jones and Timko,
although marked for termination as of the end of August, were to
remain on the job until sometime in October.  It is inconceivable
that a manager could observe employees wasting half an hour at
the start of the shift, consider it important enough to be a
factor in a decision to terminate the employees, and never
complain or take any steps to see that it did not continue for
the next six weeks of their employment." (Complainant's Brief p.
16) .

As with many of Complainant's assertions, I find little
merit in this contention.  Nameth's failure to take direct
disciplinary or corrective action himself is consistent with
Respondent's intention of laying off employees in the near term.
Also Nameth testified that he was "sure" that he expressed a
complaint through Jensen about Complainant's and Timko's
tardiness (III-T. 30, 91, 93).  It is also apparent that shortly
thereafter in mid-September, Nameth asked Schwandt to trigger the
layoff immediately (III-T. 73). According to Nameth, whose
testimony I find generally persuasive and reliable, Schwandt
replied: "... we still have a lot of work to do; don't cut your
nose to spite your face.  Let's wait a few more weeks." (III-T.
73) .

Had Complainant- and Timko- been punitively discharged for
"wasting" company "time and money", this argument would have more
strength.  However, with a layoff planned in the foreseeable
future, Nameth's actions are not inconsistent with Respondent's
general position, nor are they seen as demonstrating a discrimi-
natory frame-of-mind.  By contrast, Complainant's work per-
formance here is seen as providing a business justification for
respondent's decision to select him for the layoff.

(e) Complainant argues that various work and staffing
decisions by Respondent were not "consistent with a business need
to, reduce the number of maintenance employees."  Various of these
points which are frequently general and not particularly
probative to begin with, are that;

(i) Kenny Kohles, an inexperienced 19-year old who had
been hired as a janitor in May 1984, was promoted to the
mill maintenance crew around September 1:

(ii) After the layoffs, the crew members who remained
were required to work considerable overtime;

(iii) An outside contractor (Western General Contractors)
was brought in to do maintenance work which could have
been performed bytemployees of Dee Gold;

(iv) Complainant and Timko were the only two workers laid
off in 1984.

The record reflects that Respondent did get by with two less
mill maintenance employees after the layoffs and after the mill
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